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MIr. REID could lay no claim to the especial thanks of
the Association; for he had but been one of a Committee,
uwhich included not only the medical men of Canterbury,
but of East Kent. If lhe were to single out the name of
any one gentleman for the especial thanks of the Asso-
ciation, it would be that of Mr. Tassell. [Applause.]

Dr. E]VANSON proposed the health of " Dr. Mlarkham,
the Editor of the JOU1RNAL." Dr. Markham was a mall
of great intellectual powers, mental energy, and of ardent
dlsposition, which were all devoted to the pursuit and
investi.gation of medical science. His labours as Editor
were mnost unwearied anld most valuable; and, under his
nmanaaement, the JOURNAL was a real representative of
the feelings and opinions of the whole profession. [Ap-
plause.]
The CIHAIRM1AN explained that Dr. MIarkham had been

called awvay on a matter of business that it was absolutely
necessary for him to attend to.

The company then separated, and the proceedings of
thie anniversary came to an end.

PROFESSIONAL CONSULTATIONS WITH
HOMEOPATHS.

LETTErT FROM JAMES HEYGATE, M.D., F.R.S.
SiR,-I cannot sufficiently express my astonishment

and deep regret at the false reasoning of a man of Mr.
Fergusson's standing in the profession, as displayed in
a letter in this day's JOURNAL.
He says, " Hearing their (the homceopaths') history of

a case in clearer (?) terms than from a patient or a
friendl," etc. Now, my firm belief is, that these quackls
cainnot enlighten a man of Mr. Fergusson's acuteness in
any way. But what say the homoeopaths? They will
enliglhten the public by noising abroad the fact that
tihey have met Mr. Fergusson in consultation! It is
coinduct like this that keeps up the delusion.
The advice I give all my professional brethren is,

"Touclh not the unclean thing." Do not even talk about it
to non.professional people, but treat it with thorough
silence atd contempt; and in process of time it is sure
to die out. But if such men as Mr. Fergusson coquet
witlh this glaring deception, it will continue for an inde-
finite period. I am, etc.,

JAMES HEYGATE.
I'.S. When I wrote this note, I had not read your

*truly excellent article on the subject.
Derby, July 27th, 1861.

SIR,-Some one took the trouble to forward me the
last number of the Mledical Circular, in which I read the
extraordinary personal attack on yourself. I write you a
linie, because 1 feel assured,from all I have heard of the
opinions of those who have read the article, that the ma-
jority of right-feeling gen'tlemen are most anxious that
you should take no notice of it, and that nothing of this
kind should turn you aside from the course you have
entered upon in your attemipt single-han(led to purge the
profession of a great " social evil". I say single-handed;
for in this attemnpt you lhave had no assistance from the
other London medical jouirnals; and I must say this
silence is their condemnation.
The article I allude to in the Mledical Circular bears

incontrovertible evidence of having been eithier written
by Mr. Fergusson himself, or by some one under his im-
mediate dictation; for who can know how often any one
dines withl Mr. Ferausson but himself? Who but him-
self can know, and who else outght to kcnow, who may be
under an obligation to him? Who but himself can

know how a person meets or consults with him ? This
is the first time in my experience that any one in our
profession has been bold enough to acknowledge that he
considers the amenities of private hospitality are means
of swaying the opinion of a public writer. For the
future, the receipt of an invitation from those who hold
Mlr. Fergusson's views must be returned by any one
who has any just feelings of righlt or wrong.

But, sir, the profession have rnotlhing to do with the
question of how often you may enjoy Mr. Fergusson's
hospitality, or what private obligations you may be
under to him. All this simply lies between you and him
as private individuals. The question you lave entered
upon is no " clamour", as Mr. Fergusson designates the
almnost unanimous verdict that has been pronounced
against his proceedings. It is, in truth, a warning to him
that the profession will not allow such proceedings with
impunity. Does hoe think nothingf of the fact that, out of
upwards of a thousand Fellows of the College of Sur.
geons, there could be found only a hundred and twenty.
one to vote for hiim; and that, too, when a committee
hlad been actively at work for more than a month can-
vassing votes as eagerly as in any parliamentary elec-
tion. Let him also remember that a hundred and
thirty-seven voted against him. Mr. Fergusson must be
blind indeed if he cannot read in this sianificant voting
his condemnation. It is useless for him to say that all
this " clamour" is about a case that occurred three years
ago; lie knows well this is not the fact, and he will not
mend his case by trying to drag down after him such
men as Sir Charles Locock and Sir Benjamin Brodie.

I think you are wrong, sir, in saying that the evil-the
consultations with homceopaths-is fast pervading the
whole profession. I believe this is far from the truth.
I believe it to be confined to Mr. Fergusson and a few
others; and I believe their names are well known.
One word, sir, on the question of humanity in these

consultations with homceopaths, put forward by Mr.
Fergusson and his friends. If it were a simple case of
humanity, requiring that something must be instantly
done to save the patient's life, is there any need in
taking a fee ? Besides, if there is no consultation, it is
hardly fair to be paid for what does not take place!
Go on, sir. Your temperate and gentleman-like

article of last week has been met with a feeling of grati-
tude by all right-minded members of the profession.

I am, etc.,
A FELLOW OF THE COLLEGE OF SURGEONS.

[W\e sincerely regret that Mr. Fergusson should have
attempted to stifle a great public question by trying the
arguicentum ad hominenm-in other words, by indulging
irn personalities, instead of strictly confining himself to
the luerits of the question. Mlr. Fergusson ought to
have separated the editor from the private individual
who represents that character; and should have recol-
lected that the claims of public duty are not to be over-
ridden by the ties of private acquaintance. Our corre-
spondent need be under no apprehension of our follow-
ing the example set us. In justice, however, to himself,
we will simply state that the editor of this JOURNAL hias
had the honour of Mr. Fergusson's acquaintance for
twenty years. During that time he has never broken
bread in Mr. Fergusson's house, except on the occasion
of a sort of official dinner given by Mr. Fergusson as
Presidelnt of the Pathological Society to the members of
the Council, of whom the editor is one. During that
time MIr. Fergusson has also given him two or three tes-
timonials and his good word in reference to public
appointments, as fifty other kind friends have done.
These-a dinner and testimonials-are positively the
favours which, in Mr. Fergusson's opinion, ought to
silence the voice of a man of honour, who, as editor of a
journal, feels he has a public duty to perform! We
will assure Mr. Fergusson that, however it may be in
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